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Colin Palmer

Residents of Southside can
not have failed to notice
the sad demise of the large
plant in the Falmouth/Tiz-
ard entrance. Two plants
were installed over the
Summer vacation, compl-
ete with their own spot
lighting, presumably at
great expense. However,
they have obviously been
neglected or maltreated
and one (above) is a droo-
ping shambles of dead and
dying leaves. Surely some-
thing can be done!

No.565

KEOGH K.0. GHAQS!

KEOGH HALL gallery level was the scene of an attack on Friday night. Two youths of about
seventeen had gained access to the gallery level and balcony area from Stan’s Bar, where they
had been drinking earlier in the evening. They were asked to leave by two Keogh Hall residents
because they were making a nulsance of themselves on the gallery; they refused. The intruders
became violent when it was attempted to persuade them to leave; one of the youths smashed a
beer glass over the heads of the two residents trying to remove them.

Rector pleads for mo

ney

%

Steve Groves

Sir Andrew Huxley, the Rector, and Sir Henry Fisher

Commemoration Day, last Thursday, began with a speech by
the Rector, Lord Flowers. His speech reflected the economic
climate. In appealing for money he drew the attention of the
audience to the deeds of covenant placed on their seats, and
pointed out that if all of this year's graduates were to covenant
£20 a year for five years the College would receive a quarter of a
million pounds.

He also commented on the fall in numbers of overseas students
(around 25%). He felt that this meant we were less able to contribute to
the development of the Third World. In conclusion Lord Flowers said:
“If we are not to sink into mediocrity there has to be a major
reappraisal of the support of basic research in the universities of the
industralised countries — and it is urgent’.

Following this address the Associates, Diplomates, and New Fellows
wree presented. This year’s fellows are Sir Andrew Huxley, FRS: Sir
Derek Barton, FRS, formerly Hofmann professor of Organic
Chemistry; Emeritus Professor A G Gaydon, FRS, formerly Professor
of Molecular Spectroscopy at Imperial College; Professor R Liist of the
Federal Republic of Germany; and Mr J P Sowdon, Governor of the
College since 1971.

The ceremony ended with an address by Sir Andrew Huxley as
special visitor. We have tried to ascertain the subject of his speech, but
no one appears to know; indeed, to those of us there it appeared that
Sir Andrew didn’t know either.
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The assailants were subdued
when confronted by over a dozen
members of Keogh who had
come to investigate the commo-
tion. They were anxious to get
dway from trouble, but were
taken away by the Police who
had been called.

Frank Potter, the Warden of
Keogh Hall, has said: “With the
present security set up, there is no
way it could have been pre-
vented.” The two victims were
later taken to St Stephens
Hospital where they received a
total of 9 stitches for scalp
wounds, but they were not
detained overnight. The two
intruders were charged and
appeared before a magistrate on
Monday. One pleaded guilty to
causing bodily harm, the other
was found not guilty.

Mr Reeves, Chief Security
Officer, said that there is a trend
at Stan’s where many undes-
ireables are able to get into the.
bar. To combat this he said that
an electric locking system is to be
employed to close all entry points
to Stan’s except that via the
security guard. He also said that
if any student approaches any
suspicious persons they should
ensure they are well supported.
The security guards have been
instructed to call the Police if any
trouble occurs. He reiterated his

-view that in this age of increasing

violence that there needs to be
cooperation between students
and security guards to keep
Southside safe.

Both he and FELIX highly
commend those who tackled the
intruders in such a public spirited
manner.

Free!
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Letters to
the Editor

Dear Sir

I hope that not too many
students were taken in by Sir
Keith Joseph’s rather simplistic
ideas last Thursday. While I
would agree that competition is
valuable, I do not agree with Sir
Keith that competition between
a few large companies is the same
as competition between a large
number of small businesses. Anti-
monopoly laws have not been
very effective in the past, yet the
Conservative Government of
which Sir Keith is a member does
not seem to be putting much
emphasis on tightening them, or
on breaking down the existing
private monopolies. Nor does it
seem to be putting much priority
on profit-sharing; it seems
content that workers do not get
any direct benefit from being
competitive, and thus do not
have any incentive.

The fact is that monopolies can
exist under private ownership,
and competition can exist under
public ownership. The debate
between public and private
ownership is largely irrelevant to
Britain’s future. Conservative
policies are actually squeezing
out small businesses, thus des-
troying competition. This is not
surprising when one notes the
large financial contributions
given by big business to the
Conservative party. Sir Keith
criticises the power of politicians
while accepting the need for
some government control, yet he
does not seem to be interested in
even the most basic reforms to
make government more demo-
cratic.

Sir Keith’s inhumanity was
shown when he suggested that
people should accept lower wages
to get jobs, mentioning partic-
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ularly those areas covered by
wages councils. These are among
the lowest paid jobs in the
country — less than £50 for a full
working week being not uncom-
mon. He mentioned hairdressers
where the minimum wage is set
at £36 a week. I wonder if Sir
Keith could live on this amount.
Has he ever considered that there
are vacancies in these areas
because people just cannot keep
their tamilies on these wages?
Surely it should be the higher
paid who take the cuts to enable
these workers to be paid a decent
wage.

Sir Keith Joseph's policies are
like ail Conservative policies:
designed to ensure that real
power and ownership lies in the
hands of a small and privileged
élite, while most people are
condemned to spend their lives
as slaves in an inhuman system
over which they have little
control.

Yours
Matthew Huntbach
Computing 3

Dear Steve

I would like to make a few
things a little clearer for Fiona
Sinclair after her attack on
ICWA in last week’s FELIX. I
object to her statement that

" “Sandra O’Sullivan was the only

member of the committee who
had any contact with or cared
about, the women at College”. I
myself, and the rest of the
committee have a great deal of
contact with the women at
College and spend many hours
discussing their views with them
whether they support ICWA or
not. When Sandra was in office
the committee asked her to use
her ideas and concern for women
in College to help the rest of us to
make ICWA into the type of
association she feels is needed.
She declined, leaving all of us
wondering exactly how much she
does care.

I wonder if Fiona was at our
first social event, the Freshers’
Ploughman’s Tea, at least one
hundred people attended this
event and enjoyed it.

I would like to point out that
although for us quorum is 20%,
for UGMs it is 6.6%. Since,
unlike Sandra, I am not in Maths
3, I may be mistaken, but I have
worked out that 6.6% is con-
siderably less than 20%, not more
as Fiona suggests. In view of this
we feel that a lower quorum
would still be representative.

I realise the new ICWA
Lounge is not luxurious, but I
wouldn’t call it a ghetto. Women
do not lock themselves in there
every lunchtime; this would be
against fire regulations anyway.
As for throwing away £500 (re:

John Passmore) this money s to
provide social events for 770
women for a whole year.
Finally, anyone is welcome to
offer constructive criticsm about
ICWA, but Fiona seems to have
a purely destructive attitude. I
suggest Fiona either tries to use
her energies constructivelv or
leaves those of us whe are
interested to do this insteaa.
Yours sincer ly
Sheiia Cox
Geol 2

Dear Steve

I was mildly surprised to read
the sonambulations of Miss Fiona
Sinclair in last week’s FELIX.

In her letter, she states that a
quorum of 20% is low; if so then
that of an IC UGM (6.66%) is
abyssal. ICWA is not a committee
so Miss Sinclair’s comparison is
invalid, ICWA needs 100 people
to attend its meetings for them to
proceed; on a Union Committee
of under thirty there obviously
needs to be more than six people
present. In addition, a committee
member is usually highly moti-
vated, whereas ICWA members
run the gamut of inspiration.

The accusation that the
present ICWA Executive will not
change is easily refuted since they
cannot do so till a meeting is
quorate. I would suggest that
Miss Sinclair raises her army of
alienated women and attend the
next ICWA meeting and initiate
change.

It ill befits Miss Sinclair to
point the icy finger of disdain. The
policy of glorious innaction
which she so applauds in Miss
O’Sulivan will only lessen the
pressure for change.

Yours sincerely

Stephen Goulder

Dear Steve

Rie: Rae Snee’s’ letterin
FELIX 563.

At no time last year was I
informed of either:

a) House Committee’s decision
to convert the TV Room into a
committee room; or

b) Joint House Committee’s
decision to give ICWA use of
the room.

They did not even have the
courtesy to tell me that these
topics were on the agenda of the
meetings, otherwise I would have
objected very strongly indeed at
the time.

For a long time now, the TV
room has been the meeting place
for Snooker Club. Sirice before
1972, . the Club has been clam-
mering for a third table. The
main arguments used by Union
hacks against a third table:

1) No room available.
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2) One table was used for an
elite few.
3) Too expensive.

Well,
1) The TV Room was the best
possible place to put another
table, and Malcolm Brain knew
damn well we wanted that room.
2) A valid point, which I cor-
rected during my year as Presi-
dent.
3) For a Union that can afford to
spend umpteen thousand pounds
on a 1916 fire engine, or can
afford to lose £500 on a concert,
surely they should be able to
afford a snooker table that would
last at least 75 years! I was given
a distinct impression last year
that the club would, probably be
getting a table this year.

Some facts:
1) Snooker Club is the biggest
recreational club in College, yet
it spent the least amount of
money from RCC. Its member-
ship has increased 60% since 1977
and by about 400% since 1967. (It

.now has about 275 members a

year.) How do I know all this?
Simple, the Club has records of
minutes as early as 1959.
2) According to the Blue Book
(1978), the Chairman of the
House Committee is the Deputy
President (i.e., Rae Snee). This
being the case, why did she not
inform the Club of the Joint
House Committee’s decision
about the TV Room.

Conclusions: Rae Snee and her
bosom friends, or House Com-
mittee want to get rid of ICWA,
so they put them in a room where
they will cause the most uproar,
and hope that Snooker Club will
instigate a constitutional motion
to dissolve ICWA, as some
attempted last year. I, personally,
do not believe that ICWA should
exist. But, I do believe that
students elected to represent and
govern other students should be
dependable, and Rae Snee does
convey to me that impression.
During my year as President of
Snooker Club, I learnt how
various committee members
made sure that their interests
were upheld, and anybody elses
colld™go"to hell” (elg.;" RCS;
C&G. RSM always got what
they want at a UFC meeting,
and another e.g. is Snee’s
personal vendetta against ICWA
being fobbed off on to Snooker
Club via House Committe). You
don’t have to believe me, but
why don’t you just pop over to
the next UFC major claims
meeting and see for yourself.
What / saw was a bunch of about
ten self-centred hacks handling
roughly £12,000 of your money,
and making sure that it went to
“worthwhile” causes.

I have rambled on a bit too
long. I apologise; but those twats

continued on page 4






